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first draft of an International code of bionomenclature -developed by representatives of all five currently mandated international nomenclatural authorities -has now been referred to those bodies for scrutiny.
This article provides a synopsis of the steps taken since 1985, as these may not all be familiar to botanists, emphasizes the latest developments, and also considers those in prospect. The latter are particularly concerned with facilitating wide debate as, if any unified Code is to be produced and become operative from a future date, the biological community as a whole must be confident that it serves their best interests and that it will facilitate rather than inhibit their scientific endeavours.
Third International Congress of Systematic and Evolutionary Biology (ICSEB III), Brighton, July 1985
During ICSEB III, the International Union of Biological Sciences (IUBS), the international umbrella organization for bodies concerned with three of the five Codes, convened a workshop "to study future developments of the various Codes of nomenclature", following a session organized by the Systematics Association on Codes of nomenclature (Ride & Younes, 1986 ). An ad hoc Committee on Biological Nomenclature, meeting after the workshop, recommended that IUBS establish a Standing Committee on Biological Nomenclature mandated to inform IUBS "of developments in different disciplines of biological nomenclature to ensure that the need to achieve maximum harmony is recognized as a continuing aim of IUBS". In addition, the Congress passed resolutions encouraging all Codes "to make registration of new names mandatory once satisfactory registration procedures have been established and are operating" and also requested that future ICSEB provide "a forum ... for continuing [a] multidisciplinary approach to matters related to the nomenclature of organisms" (Ride & Younes, 1986: 70 
XIV International Botanical Congress (IBC XIV), Berlin, July 1987
The question of a requirement for all names proposed after 1 January 1990 to be registered in order to be regarded as effectively published was a key topic for debate at this Congress and generated considerable controversy (Greuter & al., 1989: 14-30, 107-132) . A Special Committee on Registration was appointed to investigate the matter further and to report to IBC XV. During the Congress little progress was made towards more unified approaches to nomenclature, but participation in the Nomenclature Section of the Congress by Dr Ride led to the publication of a detailed analysis of differences between the botanical and zoological Codes (Ride, 1988) . However, during informal discussions it emerged that working towards lists of names in use and granting them specially protected status could be one route forward; this option was pursued further by an ad hoc working group convened by IUBS and IAPT at the International Mycological Institute (IMI, then in Kew) in April 1988 which included representatives of four of the five Codes. Amongst the recommendations from this meeting was the proposal that a new Special Committee on Names in Current Use be established (Hawksworth, 1988; Hawksworth & Greuter, 1989 -Agrees that it would be highly advantageous to work towards a unified system of biological nomenclature, and notes that the XV International Botanical Congress in Japan in 1993 established a Special Committee on Harmonization of Codes.
-Recognizes that while there are differences in procedures between the current Codes, which could not be reconciled for the nomenclature of the past without an unacceptable disruption of names in use, there is considerable scope for harmonization which is to be actively pursued.
-Considers that the availability of lists of published names, and the registration of new names in bacteriology, botany, virology and zoology, will make possible the harmonization of nomenclatural procedures in biology.
-Agrees to work towards producing a Glossary of biological nomenclature, including both official and unofficial terms used in biological nomenclature.
-Recommends that, considering divergent rules and traditions concerning author citations for scientific names, use of such author citations be made optional (and be recommended only in a strictly taxonomic context), as is already the case in zoology.
-Recognizes the need to develop common procedures for the nomenclatural treatment of fossils, with particular emphasis on form genera and other parataxa, and to this end recommends IUBS in cooperation with international and national bodies such as the Systematics Association and Paleontological Association, to organize a discussion meeting on this topic.
-Agrees that the nomenclature of infraspecific taxa in ranks not regulated by the three main Codes is most appropriately regulated by international specialist commissions or groups (e.g. International Society for Plant Pathology Subcommittee on the Taxonomy of Phytopathogenic Bacteria for pathovars of bacteria, International Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants for cultivars of plants).
-Encourages international, national, and other agencies to initiate and support current initiatives in compiling lists of names in current use and other catalogues of names, to be made accessible through hard copy and electronic media.
-Notes the rapid advances in electronic media for the storage of and access to taxonomic information, and the opportunities they provide in relation to inventorying the world's currently known and unknown biota, and encourages the IUBS Commission on Taxonomic Databases, in collaboration with the Special Commit-tee on Electronic Publishing and Databasing, to prepare proposals for consideration by the pertinent nomenclatural committees.
-Recognizes the particular nomenclatural problems posed by ambiregnal organisms, that is those treated under different Codes, considers that small modifications to the Codes can accommodate these organisms to ensure that the names used will be unique, and recommends that while discussions continue authors should avoid exacerbating the problem.
- With respect to the proposal at the 24th General Assembly of IUBS that a glossary of terms used in biological nomenclature be developed, a preliminary draft was prepared for the meeting; following inputs from meeting participants, a Draft glossary of terms used in bionomenclature, with 1175 entries, was published for wider circulation and comment (Hawksworth, 1994) . 
Recommended
The next steps for botanists The last decade has been a dramatic period for the development of an improved system of biological nomenclature that can ultimately only benefit both the practitioners of biosystematics and the users of scientific names. An extensive period for detailed consultation is ahead, and it is crucial that botanists make their frank comments on the proposals as they proceed through the various drafts. The second draft has already been circulated to the General Committee on Botanical Nomenclature, and after their views and those of their counterparts in other disciplines have been received, a third draft will be made generally available at ICSEB V, in August 1996.
It is critical to recognize that the focus of the new Code being developed is planned to operate on names published after (provisionally) 1 January 2000; further, groups would "kick in" to certain of the provisions only after satisfactory lists of protected names were available. The current suite of Codes would continue to operate for the names of the past, subject to improvements in harmonization which do not increase instability in names (e.g. consistency in the usage of terms; see Table 1 ). In practice, for the convenience of users, binding between the same covers is one option that will be considered. The St Louis Congress in 1999 can thus expect to consider both modifications to the botanical Code which will involve increased harmonization, and a recommendation to adopt a new bionomenclatural Code from a date to be agreed.
Increased awareness of the importance of biodiversity has led to an appreciation by those involved with the Convention on Biological Diversity that there is a need for a clearing house mechanism for the exchange of information world-wide. A vital element in this, if smooth operation is to be ensured, is a harmonized system of nomenclature linked to a registration system for the names of newly described species. By putting their house in order, biosystematists have the potential to make a significant contribution to the implementation of one aspect of the Convention -and also to an improvement in the perception of the relevance of their science by government and other agencies as well as their scientific peers.
